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in psychology, is the basic requirement so indispensable
that the observer and investigator should be adequate to
his object, in the sense that he should be able to see not
the subject only but also the object The demand that he
should see only objectively is quite out of the question, for
it is impossible* We may well be satisfied if we do not
see too subjectively, That the subjective observation and
interpretation agrees with the objective facts of the psycho-
logical object is evidence for the interpretation only in so
far as the latter makes no pretence to be universal, but
intends to be valid only for that field of the object that is
under consideration. To this extent it is just the beam I
in one's own eye that enables one to detect the mote in
the brother's eye. The beam in one's own eye, in this
case, does not prove (as already said) that the brother has
no mote in his* But the impairment of vision might
easily give rise to a general theory that all motes are
beams,
The recognition and taking to heart of the subjective
limitation of knowledge in general, and of psychological
knowledge in particular, is a basic condition for the scientific
and accurate estimation of a psyche differing from that
of the observing subject* This condition is fulfilled only
when the observer is adequately informed concerning the
compass and nature of his own personality* He can,
however, be sufficiently informed only when he has in great
measure freed himself from the compromising iitftamcoi of
collective opinion and feeling, and has thereby imched a
clear conception of his own individuality*
Th$ further we go back into history the more we see
personality disappearing beneath the wrappings of collec-
tivity* AM, If we go right down to primitive psychology,
we find absolutely no trace of the idea of the individual
In place of individuality we find only collective relation*
ship, or "participation mystique" (I^vy-BruU),    But
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